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REMARKS 

Claims 1, 24, 46- 56, 58, 60, 67-77, 79, 81 and 88-89 have been amended. No new 
matter has been added. Claims 1, 24, and 46-89 are pending in the application. 



ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 

The Examiner has indicated that Claims 63-64 and 84-85 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected based claim, but would be allowable if rewritten to incorporate all 
limitations from the base and any intervening claims. 

The Applicants thank the Examiner for indicating this allowable subject matter. 



CLAIM OBJECTIONS 

Claims 55 and 76 are objected to because of the acronyms "TLV" and "CDP". Claims 
55 and 76 have been amended to add a description for these acronyms. Support for this 
amendment can be found in the specification in paragraph 37. 

Claims 68 and 89 are objected to with respect to the terms "sysDescr", sysObjectID" 
and "MIB". Claims 68 and 89 have been amended to indicate that MIB stands for 
"management information base". Upon reading the specification, including the appendix, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would clearly understand that "MIB" refers to "management 
information base". For example, the appendix indicates that "sysObjectID was originally 
defined in MIB-I, and it's most recent definition is in RFC 1907." RFC 1907, which was 
publically avaialble at the time the present application was filed, describes "Management 
Information Base for Version 2 of the Simple Network Management Protocol (SNMPv2). 
Therefore, one of ordinary skill would clearly understand what the acronym MIB is referring 
to in the claims. 
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The terms "sysDescr" and "sysObjectID" are defined in the claims as clearly as is 
reasonably possible or necessary. In particular, the claims recite "sysDescr object and 
sysObjectED of aMEB of the network element". Applicants note that they have written out 
the terms "sysDescr" and "sysObjectID" exactly as they are referred to in the previously 
mentioned RFC 1907. Thus, one of ordinary skill would clearly know what these terms stand 
for, in view of reading the specification. 

Applicants have provided RFC 1907 as an example. It is well understood by those of 
ordinary skill in the art that RFCs are frequently updated. Therefore, none of the terms 
"sysDescr", "sysObjectID" nor MIB are limited to any definition in RFC 1907. 

In view of the foregoing remark, Applicants request removal of the claim objections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 1 12-2 nd paragraph 
Claims 48-58, 60, 62, 67, 68, 70-74, 77-79, 81, 83 and 88-89 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. Applicants traverse the rejection. 

Applicants have amended Claims 48-56, 58, 60, 62, 67, 68, 70-74, 77, 79, 81 and 88- 
89 to correct informalities. Because these amendments are to correct informalities, 
Applicants will not at this time point at specific passages in the specification that support 
each of these claim amendments. Applicants do point out that support for the amendment to 
Claim 51 may be found in paragraph 49 of the specification. 

Applicants present the following remarks with respect to the 1 12 rejection. 

Claim 53 

The Office Action alleges that the term "configuration language" is unclear. The 
Applicants assert that the specification clearly defines what is meant by a configuration 
language. The Specification at paragraph 33 describes the "language" referred to in claim 53: 
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Role agent 108 can access one or more stored profile rules 130 and one or 
more role mappings 140. In one embodiment, profile rules 130 map 
discovered device identity information to profile names and role names, 
and each of the role mappings 140 maps a role name to one or more 
configuration settings, commands or values. Alternatively, role mappings 
140 may contain the configuration settings, commands or values. Such 
configuration settings, commands or values may comprise any valid 
expression that conforms to a configuration language of a network element 
(emphasis added). 



Claims 62. 67. 88 

Claim 62, 67 and 88 are rejected because they allegedly contain the trademark 

"Cisco". The Office Action reasons that "Cisco" identifies a corporation, rendering the 

claims indefinite. Claim 62, 67 and 88 actually recite "a Cisco Discovery Protocol", which 

does not refer to a corporation. Rather it refers to a protocol, which is clearly referenced in 

the appendix. For example, the appendix discloses that: 

CDP is a device discovery protocol that runs on all cisco 

manufactured equipment (i.e. routers, bridges, communication 
servers, WBU switches) . Each device sends periodic messages 
to a multicast address. Each device listens to the periodic 
messages sent by others in order to learn about neighboring 
devices and determine when their interfaces to the media go 
up or down. A second version of the protocol, CDPv2, uses 
a new value in the version field, introduces new TLVs, and 
tightens the rules for handling additional definitions. 



Applicants assert that one of ordinary skill in the art, upon reading the specification, 
can easily determine the metes and bounds of Claim 62, 67 and 88. Therefore, Claim 62, 67 
and 88 comply with 35 U.S.C., section 1 12, paragraph 2. 

Applicants note the there may be multiple versions of Cisco Discovery Protocol. 
However, this in no way renders the claims indefinite, as breadth of claim language is not to 
be confused with vagueness. 
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In view of the claim amendments and remarks, Applicants assert that all claims 
comply with 35 U.S.C. section 1 12, paragraph 2. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 
Claims 1, 24, 46-54, 56-60, 65-66, 69-75, 77-81 and 88-87 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by US Patent No. 6,175,882 to Bunton et al. (hereinafter 
Bunton). The rejection is respectfully traversed for the following reasons. 

Claim 1 recites, in part: 

discovering information that identifies a network element that is coupled to a port of 
the apparatus or describes a device type of the network element, wherein the 
information identifies the network element or describes the device type based 
on content received by the apparatus (emphasis added). 

Support for the amendment may be found in the specification at least in paragraphs 
37-45. Bunton fails to teach or suggest the above underscored limitations. Bunton discloses 
a technique that allows a first module to configure its ports to be in the same mode as a 
second module. To do so, the first module determines the mode in which the second module 
is operating and the first module configures its ports to match the mode of the second 
module. 

To determine which mode the second module is in, Bunton teaches that the first 
module looks for "indicators" including 1) whether a signal from the second module is 
toggling, and 2) a clock rate of a signal from the second module. Neither of these indicators 
are content received by the first module. In other words, knowing whether a signal is 
toggling or not does not allow Bunton to know what content is being carried by the signal . 

Seq.No. 7693 14 



Application of Chris Riggins, Ser. No. 1 0/68 1,548, Filed October 7, 2003 

Reply to Office Action 
Attorney Docket No. 50325-0801 

Furthermore, knowing the frequency or clock rate of a signal does not allow Bunton to know 
what content is being carried by the signal. In contrast, Claim 1 recites that "the information 
identifies the network element or describes the device type based on content received by the 
apparatus." 

Furthermore, Applicants assert that Bunton cannot be modified to arrive at the 
claimed invention because the first module cannot understand the content contained in the 
signal from the second module until the first module is configured to communicate with the 
second module by configuring the ports of the first module to one of the configurations (col. 
2, lines 6 - 23). 

Independent Claims 24 and 46-47 contain similar limitation to those in Claims 1. 
Therefore, Independent Claims 24 and 46-47 are allowable. 

The dependent claims are allowable based on their dependency. These dependent 
claims recite additional limitations, which further distinguish over the cited art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 
Claims 61, 67, 82 and 88 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bunton in view of US Patent Application Publication No. US/2003/0169761 Al to 
Duncan et al. (hereinafter Duncan). The rejection is respectfully traversed for the following 
reasons. 

Duncan fails to remedy the deficiency in Bunton with respect to the independent 
claims. As Applicants have already discussed, Bunton cannot be modified to arrive at the 
invention recited in Claim 1 . Therefore, the independent claims are allowable over the 
combination of Bunton and Duncan. 

As such, all claims are allowable. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Applicants believe that all issues raised in the Office Action have been addressed 
and that allowance of the pending claims is appropriate. 

The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is 
believed that such contact would further the examination of the present application. 

For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending 
claims are now in condition for allowance. Therefore, the issuance of a formal Notice of 
Allowance is believed next in order, and that action is most earnestly solicited. 
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